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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Background: Usual care is the term used to describe everyday
practice in the management of a client within a profession. The
knowledge of the tasks used in therapy and key therapeutic processes used within these treatments, provides critical information
about if and how the therapy works. The Very Early Rehabilitation in
SpEech Randomised Controlled Trial (VERSE RCT) had three
arms with therapists within the intensive Usual Care-Plus arm (UCPlus) providing daily direct aphasia therapy at their discretion for 20
sessions.
Aims: To describe usual care aphasia treatment provided in the
Usual Care-Plus arm of VERSE RCT.
Methods and Procedures: One in four intensive Usual Care-Plus
treatment sessions were video-recorded (N = 187) within the
main trial. Twenty-ﬁve of these (13%) were transcribed, coded,
and analysed for therapeutic inputs to describe usual care
aphasia therapy using the Template for Intervention
Description and Replication (TIDieR) checklist as an overriding
framework.
Outcomes and Results: Therapy predominantly took place in an
inpatient setting (52%) with an average session duration of
51 minutes (SD 7.8). Across the sessions, 96 diﬀerent tasks
were used and 57% of these focused on verbal expression at
the single word level. Visual materials were most frequently
used compared to the use of technology during sessions.
Therapists (n = 16) did the majority of the talking during sessions and most frequently provided models as cues or problemsolving accuracy feedback. Models (55%), sentence completion
(51%), and orthographic cues (44%) were the most successful at
eliciting the target response.
Conclusions: Considerable variability in task selection was seen in
the sample which may be a hallmark of usual care. Therapists
may have a preference for single word tasks and appear to
produce the majority of verbal utterances during sessions,
potentially creating an unequal communication environment.
This study provided a comprehensive description from the
Usual Care-Plus data of the VERSE RCT and may establish
a baseline of therapy type for future research.
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Introduction
Usual care is the term used to describe the everyday practice in the management of
a client or group. Within a profession detailing usual care can be challenging. The speciﬁcs
of what is provided within speech and language pathology (SLP) management in usual
care for people with aphasia (PWA) have not been clearly documented (Godecke et al.,
2014). The recent Cochrane review indicated the provision of aphasia treatment was
eﬀective when compared to no treatment (Brady et al., 2016). The review also showed
that no treatment type was superior to another (Brady et al., 2016). Additionally, the
timing with which therapy is commenced may be important for overall recovery with
treatment commencing in the early phase (within 1 month of aphasia onset) noted to
achieve greater gains than that commenced in chronic recovery (after 6-months poststroke). Although ﬁndings in relation to the eﬀectiveness and timing of aphasia therapy
are available, these may not always inﬂuence clinicians’ decision-making within the SLP
context. SLPs may struggle to implement Level 1 evidence regarding the optimal type and
timing of early aphasia therapy at an individual level.
Within aphasia therapy little is known about the therapeutic processes employed by
clinicians in the provision of usual care. Surveys focusing on treatment and timing choices
of SLPs in aphasia management have provided some perspectives. However, data from
surveys and meta-analyses remains insuﬃcient to provide a thorough understanding of
how SLPs interpret and implement best practice evidence “behind the therapy door”
(Foster et al., 2016). More recently rigorous trial design control groups that deliver usual
care have provided a unique and valuable opportunity to establish the constituents of
aphasia therapy (Godecke et al., 2016; M. Rose et al., 2017).
When describing usual care therapy, many elements have been considered such as the
amount and frequency of therapy provided (Verna et al., 2009), the theoretical approach
or nature of the treatment sessions (Guo et al., 2014; Kong & Tse, 2018; Verna et al., 2009),
and the way in which outcomes are measured (Verna et al., 2009). These descriptions of
usual care constitute a broad look at usual care therapy and aimed to reﬂect current
practice and therapists’ clinical decision-making with data collected through surveys
reﬂecting clinicians’ perspectives of therapy provided. This study looks behind the therapy door using observational data rather than self-reports or surveys to describe the
therapy provided in the usual care group of a randomised controlled trial. The trial
intervention had a focus on direct 1:1 aphasia therapy including the type, amount, and
frequency of therapy. This detailed description of task selection, materials used, the
number of client acts and therapeutic inputs (dosage) delivered within a typical aphasia
therapy session provides a baseline example for manipulation of therapy variables in
future studies.

The therapeutic process
In general, therapy focuses largely on practice dependent learning that occurs when an
individual repeatedly uses a skill to induce lasting neuronal change (Robbins et al., 2008).
Learning within therapy sessions is concerned both with the client acts and the clinician
initiated therapeutic inputs (Baker, 2012; Kleim & Jones, 2008). The teaching episodes that
occur in a session can be investigated to isolate and evaluate the quality and quantity of
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client acts and therapeutic inputs (Baker, 2012). Therapist inputs may include components
such as cueing, feedback and/or recasting. Client acts can include factors such as the
quantity of errors made, number of self-corrections, or how much the language system is
challenged (Guadagnoli & Lee, 2004). Typically, treatment tasks are used by therapists to
implement the planned therapy. It is acknowledged that a broad range of factors facilitate
and support neural and communication recovery. Within a therapeutic context, it is
expected that the foundation of communication change in the patient will be due to
the tasks used and the client’s engagement within these tasks. However, there is little
evidence available investigating the mechanism of change behind therapies (Ratner,
2006). Critical variables for aphasia therapy are thought to include the intensity (number
of sessions received and how often) and dosage (number of active ingredients
per session), therapeutic relationship, the medium of therapy delivery, client motivation
to engage, cognitive ability, and neurological stability (Whitworth et al., 2014). The active
ingredients that promote an individual’s recovery may lie within these variables.
Therapist inputs that are of interest in this study of direct aphasia therapy are: i) cueing
techniques and ii) the provision of feedback, as therapists are concerned with the
accuracy of responses and the strength of their praise and encouragement (Horton,
2006). Cueing and feedback encourage a point of interaction between the person with
aphasia and the therapist and are crucial to the therapeutic process (Byng, 1995). Cues are
used by the therapist to promote accuracy and participation by assisting word retrieval
and/or accurate speech production (Abel et al., 2005). Feedback serves to increase the
monitoring of production and possibly alter language and/or motor neural representations to encourage self-correction and improved accuracy (Byng & Black, 1995). A speciﬁc
cueing or feedback strategy may be an active agent in facilitating change in the language
system because it is a therapist input that promotes the desired client act of word
retrieval. In addition to cueing and feedback techniques, there are other elements of
therapy that provide insight into the therapeutic process. In impairment-based aphasia
therapy many therapists use task introductions and explanations to direct sessions. These
may reﬂect the “business” of the session and the nature of the interaction between the “in
control” therapist and more passive patient (Horton, 2006). Therapists may highlight the
rationale behind treatment decisions or not highlight their reasoning to maintain an
expert status (Horton, 2006). Analysis at the utterance level of the therapy session can
aﬀord information about the technique of therapy as well as the social processes, both of
which may be active ingredients within sessions (Horton, 2006).

Usual care in aphasia therapy
Surveys and interviews have been used to gain insight into aphasia therapy provision,
clinical decision-making and to help identify an evidence-practice gap. Usual care practice
surveys have targeted areas including education provision (T. T. Rose et al., 2018), the
intensity of therapy provision (Katz et al., 2000; Verna et al., 2009) intensive comprehension aphasia programs speciﬁcally (M. Rose et al., 2013) and rehabilitation practices (M.
Rose et al., 2014). Findings are frequently heterogenous and so treatment variability may
be a hallmark of usual care SLP practice in stroke recovery. The most striking ﬁnding from
in-depth interviews with 14 Australian SLPs was that there was no standardisation in the
management of PWA in the acute setting (Foster et al., 2016). Clinicians reported using up
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to 90 diﬀerent combinations of therapy techniques to treat a single case (Carnaby &
Harenberg, 2013).
In a broad review of 70 Australian SLPs’ aphasia management practices Verna et al.
(2009) reported 80% of SLPs working in the acute setting provided therapy at a low to
moderate intensity of one to three therapy sessions per week for just over 2 h of direct
therapy. Therapy was most frequently provided through individual therapy sessions
despite other methods such as group therapy having established eﬃcacy (Wenke et al.,
2018). Australian therapists reported that a functional approach was most widely used in
aphasia therapy (M. Rose et al., 2014; Verna et al., 2009). This has also been reported in
international research (Guo et al., 2014; Kong & Tse, 2018). Functional approaches seek to
reduce the activity limitation and participation restriction associated with aphasia and
have a focus on enhancing communicative ability in everyday life (Patterson & Chapey,
2008). This survey data is helpful in identifying some aspects behind clinical decision
making; however, it lacks the detail of what happens within the session behind the
therapy door.
Clinicians report clinical guidelines are the main source of research evidence used to
guide their aphasia management (Verna et al., 2009). It might seem logical to conclude
that if guidelines are readily available, usual care would consist of the straight forward
implementation of these guidelines. However, clinical guidelines frequently lack speciﬁcation about what to do behind the therapy door. Many clinicians have the knowledge of
the broader evidence but do not know how to implement it within their clinical setting
(Lynch et al., 2018). Even if guidelines were speciﬁc and more “recipe” based for a given
clinical setting there are many barriers to implementing guidelines in practice. These
include time constraints and therapist beliefs about consequences and capabilities
(Shrubsole et al., 2018). Additionally, reasons for this poor uptake of research evidence
include the poor representations of complex patients in research and under representation of the everyday clinician within clinical trials (Lynch et al., 2018). Therefore, despite
the number of guidelines available and the content of these, much remains unknown
about the state of current aphasia practice in Australia (Foster et al., 2016). Self-reported
surveys and interviews give a unique insight into the decision-making of clinicians but
have a bias which may skew understanding of the reality behind the therapy door.
Observing a RCT therapy type usual care group creates a unique opportunity to describe
aphasia therapy usual care practices.

Trial control groups
Research protocols completed in acute care settings frequently describe their control
group as receiving usual care and this refers to clinical management that is at the
discretion of the hospital site and their treatment protocols (Worrall et al., 2016). This
can mean there is a high degree of variability in care delivery (National Stroke Foundation,
2016) in the control group between participating sites. Retrospective analysis of the
control group can provide valuable insight into usual care practices. Palmer et al. (2018)
used the clinical and cost-eﬀectiveness of computer treatment for aphasia post-stroke
(Big CACTUS) control group data to describe the usual care provided within their study.
Usual care recorded for all 278 participants provided data on the practice between
2014–2016 for UK SLPs. A quantitative content analysis was conducted to identify the
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frequency of goal categories, the average therapy time received, the length and frequency of therapy sessions, the personnel involved and mode of delivery. Six goal
categories (rehabilitation, enabling, review, assessment, supportive, and activity to support therapy) were identiﬁed within the usual care therapy that was delivered within the
trial. The median amount of therapy received was 160 min session every 2 weeks and
mainly functional goals were addressed (Palmer et al., 2018).This research highlighted the
increasing priority given to describing intervention across all intervention arms of a RCT.
However, detail into what happened within the therapy sessions in the trial was not
outlined and would add further value to the interpretation of the trial results.

Intervention reporting
The care received in usual care is supposed to reﬂect the wide range of care as usually
received by patients in daily practice, whether it is adequate or not (NIH Rockville, 2002). In
a review of 73 pragmatic primary care trials not speciﬁc to aphasia, most of the clinicians
providing therapy in the control groups were not given any instruction on how to provide
care, heightening the external validity of the study. A few trials provided a prescription of
what standard care should constitute exerting more control over the control group, but
being less reﬂective of true usual care. This prescription may also reﬂect an unclear perception of what usual care would entail and therefore more instruction was given to standardise
the control group. To increase our understanding of usual care provided within trials,
guidelines have been developed on the reporting of the control group within trials such
as the CONSORT statement (2010) and the related extension Template for Intervention
Description and Replication (TIDieR) checklist (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014). The TIDieR checklist
contains 12 items and includes general items related to the therapy such as task selection,
therapy location, and dosage as well as how the intervention is tailored or personalised for
the patient (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014). The instructions state that it should be used to describe
each intervention not just the main intervention under investigation. The use of a checklist
such as TIDieR has been emphasised in complex therapy interventions such as those for
people after stroke and it has been used in stroke rehabilitation studies as a systematic way
to describe the interventions (Van Vliet et al., 2016). Despite this, many published articles
may lack detail on the intervention administered (Roulstone, 2015; Van Stan et al., 2019).

Aims
The VERSE RCT was a three-armed RCT which investigated whether intensive aphasia
therapy was more eﬀective and cost saving than usual care in very early aphasia recovery
after stroke (Godecke et al., 2016). The secondary hypothesis of the trial addressed whether
a prescribed therapy type (VERSE arm) was more eﬃcacious than usual care therapy (Usual
Care-Plus arm) when provided at the same intensity and equal overall treatment amount.
The aim of this study was to describe, in detail, the direct aphasia therapy given in the
Usual Care-Plus arm of the VERSE RCT. A sub aim of this research was to describe the
dosage (number of client acts and therapeutic inputs) delivered within the session in
Usual Care-Plus. The TIDieR checklist has been used as a conceptual framework for this
study (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014).
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Method
Very Early Rehabilitation in SpEech (VERSE) Trial
The VERSE RCT provides the context for this study as is described brieﬂy here. For further
information about the trial protocol please refer to Godecke et al. (2016). The therapy
arms in the RCT were:
(i) Usual Care: Participants randomised to this group received care that is typical for
aphasia management and at the discretion of the treating SP.
(ii) Usual Care-Plus: Participants received treatments typical of direct aphasia therapy,
as compared to assessment, counselling, or education, at the discretion of the
treating SLP, but with a deﬁned therapy regimen of daily sessions for 45–60 min
duration over 20 sessions. Direct aphasia therapy included 1:1 impairment-based
therapy, impairment-based computer training, social training, group impairmentbased therapy, group social training, or Augmentative and Alternative
Communication (AAC) training. No further prescription regarding therapy type
was given to Usual Care-Plus therapists in training or written material.
(iii) VERSE RCT intervention: The intensity of this arm of therapy matched that of the
Usual Care-Plus arm but the intervention was prescribed and standardised according to the speciﬁc VERSE RCT intervention protocol.
This study was not concerned with the intensity of usual care therapy provision and so the
Usual Care-Plus arm represents the control arm. It is noted that for the primary hypothesis
of an investigation of intervention intensity, the Usual Care arm was the overall trial
control arm.
VERSE RCT recruited and randomised 246 participants, 81 in Usual Care, 82 in
Usual Care-Plus and 83 in VERSE or 82 participants per arm from sites across Australia
and New Zealand. All therapists within the trial completed standardised therapist
training, including the provision of a manual. They were also required to log all
session data. Therapists from the two intensive therapy arms, VERSE, and Usual CarePlus, were also required to record four therapy sessions over the 20 sessions completed. Therapists were encouraged to record one session a week. Of the 246
participants included in the VERSE trial (81 in Usual Care, 82 in Usual Care-Plus and
83 in the VERSE condition), 434 therapy videos from the intensive treatment arms
(247 VERSE, 187 Usual Care-Plus) were recorded between June 2014 and March 2018.
These video recordings were stored in a secure cloud-based service and were
examined using broad treatment ﬁdelity and diﬀerentiation analyses (Godecke
et al., 2016).

VERSE RCT usual care investigation
Participants
One element of data for the current study involved the analysis of a subset of therapy
videos from the Usual Care-Plus arm of the VERSE RCT. To be included in this study,
participants were required to have a VERSE- RCT primary outcome score at 12 weeks and
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26 weeks on the Western Aphasia Battery Revised – Aphasia Quotient (WABR-AQ) (Kertesz,
2006) and have completed the full treatment protocol. Additionally, their therapy videos
needed to be at least 40 min in length, not contain the present author as the therapist and
be playable on a computer, i.e. not corrupted. A research assistant not involved with the
current project used a computer generated block randomisation sample of videos stratiﬁed for aphasia severity to select a sample of twenty-ﬁve Usual Care-Plus therapy videos
to examine usual care activities in aphasia therapy. This study analysed the treatment
delivered to 19 (23%) of the total participants included in the Usual Care-Plus arm (n = 82)
of the VERSE RCT trial and 25 (13%) of the Usual Care-Plus therapy videos received
through the trial. This was the maximum number feasible in the timeframe due to the
detailed and time-consuming nature of the analysis performed. The computer generated
randomisation identiﬁed two diﬀerent therapy sessions for four participants and three
diﬀerent therapy sessions were selected for one participant. Table 1 displays demographic
and stroke characteristics for the 19 participants.

Template for Intervention Description and Replication (TIDieR) Statement
The TIDieR checklist (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014) format was used as a framework to
describe the therapy provided to participants within this study as it contains
a number of categories related to the aims of this study. While the therapy videos
were the primary source of data for examining the therapy sessions and concern
TIDieR items 8 and 9, further information was gathered from a diverse range of
sources to provide a complete intervention description. See Table 2 for the detail of
each TIDieR item and how it was addressed within this study. Please note that
items 10–12 are not reported within this study as they were not applicable to the

Table 1. Participant demographic and stroke characteristics.
Age Mean (SD)
Female (%)
Oxford Stroke Classiﬁcation
Hemorrhagic (%)
PACs (%)
PoCs (%)
TACs (%)
Baseline WABR-AQ Mean (SD)
Baseline WABR-AQ Severity Classiﬁcation (%)
Mild
Moderate
Severe
Modiﬁed Rankin Scale Score
2 – Slight
3 – Moderate
4 – Moderate Severe
5 – Severe
National Institutes of Health Scale Score
Mean (SD)

n = 19
68.0 (14.7)
7 (37)
1 (5)
16 (84)
1 (5)
1 (5)
43.1 (24.3)
7 (37)
6 (32)
6 (32)
1 (5)
10 (53)
4 (21)
4 (21)
8.7 (6.5)

Note. PACs = Partial Anterior Circulation syndrome; PoCs = Posterior Circulation
syndrome; TACs = Total Anterior Circulation syndrome.
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Table 2. TIDieR checklist as applied in this study (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014).
Item
Number
1
2
3
4

Item
Brief Name
Why
What – Materials
What – Procedures

5
6
7
8

Who Provided
How
Where
When and How
much

9

Tailoring

Detail
Sourced from the main trial documentation
Sourced from the main trial documentation
The therapy materials were noted as they appeared in the video recording.
A description of the treatment task/activity (e.g., picture naming) along with the
desired output level (i.e. single word, sentence or conversation level) was
generated.
Sourced from the main trial database.
As per main trial documentation.
Sourced from the main trial database.
Description of the number of times the intervention was delivered and over what
period of time. Within this study this also includes the dosage conceptualised as
therapeutic inputs such as verbal output measures provided in the session.
Description of how the intervention was personalised or adapted. This was
conceptualised as clinical decision making by the therapist that would personalise
the treatment given. Included in this section is task explanations and therapy
rationales. Key therapeutic inputs were also cueing and feedback and are reported
in this section.

Usual Care-Plus arm of the VERSE RCT. The following methods relate to TIDieR
items 8 and 9.

Transcription
Each therapy video was transcribed verbatim using Systematic Analysis of Language
Transcripts (SALT) (Miller, 2008) software and as per SALT guidelines (available at http://
saltsoftware.com/resources/tranaids).
Measures of therapeutic inputs
The measures chosen for therapeutic inputs are displayed in Tables 3 and 4 and relate to TIDieR
items 8 and 9, respectively. Table 3 contains measures that SALT calculated based on the
software formulas. Table 4 contains measures that were coded by the primary researcher and
counted by the SALT software. In SLP interventions tailoring is necessary by the therapist to
deliver a personalised intervention according to the participant’s preference, skills, or situation
(Hoﬀmann et al., 2014). Therapists in Usual Care-Plus tailored their inputs at their discretion
based on clinical judgement for how the therapy should be provided.
Although not the main focus of this study, two measures related to client acts were
collected and are reported in the results to provide contrast and context to the therapeutic inputs. These measures were the total words and the total utterances produced by
the participant in the session.
Table 3. Measures of therapeutic inputs calculated by SALT software – TIDieR Item 8.
Measure
Total Utterances
MLU (words)
MLU (morphemes)
Total words
Utterances Per Minute (UPM)
Words Per Minute (WPM)
Mean turn length (words)

Deﬁnition
Total number of utterances produced by the therapist calculated by SALT software.
Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) in words calculated by SALT software.
Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) in morphemes calculated by SALT software.
Total number of words said by the therapist calculated by SALT software.
Utterances per minute calculated by SALT software.
Words per minute calculated by SALT software.
Mean turn length calculated by SALT software.
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Table 4. Measures of therapeutic inputs – TIDieR Item 9.
Measure
Task explanation
Rationale Discussion
Total number of cues used
Cue Type
Cues used with success
% cues that were successful
Feedback

Deﬁnition
Presence of an introduction and/or explanation of task from the therapist.
Presence of discussion from the therapist about why the task was chosen.
Total number of cues used by the therapist.
Where a cue was used it was coded according to the type (phonological,
semantic, orthographic, visual, forced alternative, sentence completion,
articulatory placement, direct model).
The number of times a cue was used by the therapist and the participant
responded correctly.
Percentage of the total number of cues used by the therapist that were
successful.
Type of feedback given. Two types were coded. Supportive feedback aimed to
facilitate word retrieval without providing speciﬁc word information cues
and included subtypes of elaboration, clariﬁcation and requests for more
information. Problem solving feedback represented a way of externalising
the word ﬁnding process and explaining the errors and consisted of two
sub-types, correct/incorrect and an explanation of error (Byng, 1995).

Analysis
The language samples were analysed using the SALT software and the counts of the
codes, demographic data and SALT calculated measures were entered into the statistical
software program SPSS (IBM Corp, 2015). Measures of central tendency are presented for
the counts of therapeutic inputs. Descriptions of the categorical data are provided.
Reliability
Therapist inputs as per Table 4. were calculated by the SALT software automatically and
therefore considered consistent and reliable. Three videos (one from each severity in
Usual Care-Plus) were re-coded for inter and intra-rater reliability, comprising 12% of the
total Usual Care-Plus sample. The ﬁrst author of this paper was the ﬁrst rater. The second
rater was a fourth year speech pathology student who received 2 h training in the
transcription and coding procedure. Reliability was established using the intra-class
correlation coeﬃcient (ICC) in SPSS (IBM Corp, 2015) with a single measures, consistency
2-way mixed eﬀects model as per Koo and Li (2016) guidelines. The ICC was established
on the coding of cues used with success, as this measure was more subjective to code. For
the inter-rater reliability the ICC was.927 with 95% conﬁdence intervals of −1.95 to .998
which is rated as poor to excellent. For intra-rater reliability, the ICC was .993 with 95%
conﬁdence intervals of .755–1.00 which is rated as good to excellent.

Results
Results are presented as per the corresponding item in TIDieR (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014).

Item 1 Brief name
The intervention was called the Usual Care-Plus intervention of the VERSE RCT trial.
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Item 2 Why
Participants received treatments typical of usual care aphasia therapy, at the discretion of
the treating therapist at the prescribed intensity of: 20 sessions completed daily,
45–60 min duration over 20 working days. As observed in the videos aphasia therapy
included 1:1 impairment-based therapy. Therapy type was not prescribed and so the
Usual Care-Plus arm of the trial represents a control group for intervention type.

Item 3 Materials
Visual materials were used most frequently within the sessions. Sixteen (64%) sessions
used visual materials (for example, picture cards), six used electronic materials (24%) (for
example, an iPad) and three used no materials (12%). It should be noted that more than
one type of material was used in seven sessions (28%).

Item 4 Procedures
The procedures in the therapy session are highly dependent on the type of therapy task
and the number of tasks used in the session. Table 5 summarises the number of therapy
tasks completed within the 25 analysed sessions. Twenty-three sessions (92%) contained
multiple tasks.
A detailed list of the type of tasks performed in Usual Care-Plus is presented in Table 6.
The type of task column lists the name of the task performed such as picture naming. On
many occasions, multiple videos included the same type of task and therefore, the
quantity is included in a separate column. As shown in Table 6 single word tasks were
dominant.

Item 5 Who provided therapy
Sixteen diﬀerent therapists provided the therapy over the 25 sessions in this sample. The
therapists were employed at 11 diﬀerent Australian hospitals. The average years clinical
experience working with people with aphasia for the therapists (n = 14) was 5.5 years
(median 3.5 years, range 1–16 years).
Table 5. Summary of the number of tasks completed across the
therapy sessions.
Task
Total number
Total number of diﬀerent tasks
Average no. per session
Output level (excludes iPad tasks)
Single word level
Sentence level
Conversation/paragraph level
Modality
Verbal output
Written output
Receptive output
iPad tasks

n = 25
96
51
3.8
53/96 (55%)
27/96 (28%)
10/96 (10%)
65/96 (68%)
11/96 (11%)
14/96 (15%)
6/96 (6%)
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Table 6. Tasks completed in treatment sessions.
Type of Task, in order of most to least frequent (n = 51)
Expressive Language – Verbal
Single Word Level
Picture Naming
Semantic association naming
Automatic Speech
Odd one out (semantic)
Naming minimal Pairs
Object naming
Question and Answer task
Selecting prepositions
Generating synonyms
Generating antonyms
Convergent naming
Repetition of non-words
Phonemic Generative Naming
Semantic Category identiﬁcation
Single word repetition
Sentence Level
Picture description (not personal photo)
Constraint Induced Aphasia Therapy (CIAT) style barrier game
Reading aloud
Verbal reasoning (idioms and problem solving)
Articulate game (verbal explanation)
Personal photo description
Procedural discourse (e.g., making a cup of tea)
Reading semantic feature analysis prompts for to generate words
Script training
Solitaire card game (verbal requests)
Taboo (verbal explanation)
Conversation Level
Conversation
Situational Language (e.g., ordering a coﬀee)
Expressive Language – Written
Single Word Level
List writing (self-generated words)
Single word writing (from dictation)
Crosswords
Functional writing (name, address etc.)
Hangman game (letter and word generation)
Sentence Level
Written work sheet for sentence composition
Writing answers to reading comprehension
Written picture description
Receptive- Reading Comprehension
Paragraph Comprehension (answering questions)
Receptive – Auditory Comprehension
Single Word Level
Object to picture matching
Picture matching (same picture to same picture)
Semantic association receptive task (match associated pictures)
Semantic association (which one can you eat?)
Single word auditory comprehension
Sentence Level
Semantic description comprehension task
Following a receptive command to place a picture in a grid
Paragraph level
Newspaper article with multiple choice questions
Paragraph comprehension (listening for the main idea)
Yes/No Questions after listening to a paragraph
Other- iPad Tasks
iPad written single word to picture matching

Quantity (n = 96)

12
5
4
3
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
5
3
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
2

(Continued)
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Table 6. (Continued).
Type of Task, in order of most to least frequent (n = 51)

Quantity (n = 96)

iPad articulation app
iPad choosing the missing letter
iPad sorting jumbled letters
iPad verbal single word to picture matching

1
1
1
1

Item 6 How therapy was provided
All sessions included in the 25 videos were individual 1:1 therapy sessions conducted in
person.

Item 7 Where
Therapy took place predominately within the inpatient setting (52%) or personal home
(36%). The majority of sessions were conducted in Australian clinics (88%) with the
remaining in New Zealand (12%).

Item 8 When and how much
Within the VERSE RCT participants received 20 sessions over 5 weeks in the intensive arms of
the trial (Usual Care-Plus and VERSE). Within this study, the focus of Item 8 of TIDieR was on
the dosage which was deﬁned as the number of key therapy inputs included in the session
(Baker, 2012). The number of times a therapist input would occur was a function of the
therapy session duration as measured in minutes. This was controlled within the VERSE RCT
as the sessions had to be greater than 45 minutes in length and the selected participants
completed 20 sessions of Usual Care-Plus therapy. The average session time across the 25
Usual Care-Plus videos was 50.9 minutes (SD 7.8). Session number fourteen, nine and twenty
within the intensive block of twenty sessions were the most frequently viewed.
A summary of the verbal output from the therapists in the sessions is presented in Table 7.
Therapists did most of the talking during the sessions with therapists producing on average
2849 words (65%) per session compared to 1512 (35%) from the participant. Similarly,
therapists said 680 (58%) of utterances compared to 483 (42%) from the participant.

Table 7. Summary of verbal output from therapists per session.
Measure
Total Therapist utterances
Therapist MLU (words)
Therapist MLU (morphemes)
Therapist Total words
Therapist UPM
Therapist WMP
Mean turn length (therapist)

Mean (SD)
679.6 (226.0)
4.4 (0.9)
4.9 (0.9)
2848.6 (857.9)
14.5 (7.6)
55.8 (14.0)
9.7 (2.8)

Note. MLU refers to Mean Length of Utterance, UPM refers to Utterances Per Minute, WMP
refers to Words Per Minute
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Item 9 Tailoring
When introducing a task, the majority of therapists gave a task explanation (n = 22, 88%)
however, a rationale for why the therapy or task was chosen was provided infrequently
(n = 7, 28%).
Across the 25 sessions, 2165 cues were used by therapists with 962 being used
successfully. The average number of cues used each session was 86.6 (SD 74.7). On
average these were successful 38.5 times (SD 48.5) or 38.2% of the time (SD 26.9). These
are displayed by category in Figure 1. The average number of times these cues were
successful is also displayed by category in Figure 2.
Therapeutic inputs related to the feedback provided are displayed in Table 8. Across the
25 therapy sessions, there were 1501 instances of problem-solving feedback and 1193
instances of supportive feedback. Problem-solving accuracy feedback (correct vs. incorrect)
was most frequently provided. Feedback was provided throughout and at the end of a task.

Discussion
This study has provided a comprehensive description of the Usual Care-Plus data of the
VERSE RCT trial. It oﬀers a useful insight into the way in which aphasia therapy is provided
in usual care sessions within Australia and New Zealand and establishes a baseline for
future research. With the intensity regimen kept constant, therapy ingredients and
therapist behaviours varied and these behaviours are reﬂected upon here.

Description of therapy
We provided a description of usual care practices in aphasia therapy and decisions made by
the therapists regarding the content of their sessions. The TIDieR (Hoﬀmann et al., 2014)
35

32.6

30
25

23.4

20
15
10
5

12.9
8.2
4.1

2.3

0

Figure 1. Average number of cues used by cue category per session.
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60.00%
50.00%

54.6%

51.2%
43.9%

43.5%

42.7%
38.5%

40.00%

35.0%

30.00%
20.00%
13.2%
10.00%
0.00%

Figure 2. Average number of times a cue was used with success in a session by cue category.
Table 8. Summary of types of feedback used by therapists
per session.
Measure
Problem solving accuracy feedback
Supportive clariﬁcation feedback
Supportive elaboration feedback
Problem solving explains error feedback
Supportive requests feedback

Mean (SD)
51.8 (34.7)
10.9 (11.3)
8.9 (11.7)
8.3 (8.8)
7.5 (17.9)

framework was useful to systematically and thoroughly report on the usual care condition and
is recommended for future use in this way. Across the 25 sessions analysed within this study,
there was a signiﬁcant variety in the nature of the tasks and the modalities used within these
tasks. Most frequently, therapists used visual materials that were not electronic within therapy
sessions. If electronic materials were used, an iPad was favoured. Within this study, the
majority of tasks targeted the single word level despite the sample being balanced for aphasia
severity. It is possible that therapists have a preference for single word tasks even if a patient
may be speaking at a phrase or sentence level. This suggestion is in line with previous research
showing treatment for aphasia is typically concerned with single word level treatments (Boyle,
2011). Assessment of aphasia is frequently at the single word level and may inﬂuence
treatment decisions. For example, 93% of Australian clinicians reported the Western
Aphasia Battery (WAB), Boston Naming Test (BNT) and Psycholinguistic Assessment of
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Language Processing Activities (PALPA), predominantly single word level assessments, as the
main assessment tools used in practice (Verna et al., 2009). Clinicians may, therefore, believe
word-ﬁnding diﬃculties are repaired through tasks focused at the single word level or may
ﬁnd the transferability of evidence into practice easier at that level when using tasks involving
single words.
Therapists have previously reported preferencing a functional approach in therapy
(Verna et al., 2009). A functional approach to therapy focuses on improving the individual’s ability to perform communication activities of daily living (Galletta & Barrett, 2014).
This approach is usually contrasted with an impairment-based approach that focuses on
treating the aphasia impairment at the body function and structure domain of the ICF
(Galletta & Barrett, 2014). In this study, there was a predominance of single word focused
tasks. At a surface level, single word tasks, and the type of tasks that were observed in this
study (i.e. picture naming, automatic speech, semantic associations, etc.) appear to reﬂect
an impairment-based approach to therapy. In some instances, it is possible that therapists
select more “traditional” impairment-based tasks; however, feel that their overall therapy
goals reﬂect a functional approach by selecting functional targets as the focus of the
therapy task. However, target selection was not considered in this study and so it is not
known if therapists chose personally relevant or functional targets at the single word level
in some instances and therefore combined therapy approaches. This is consistent with
therapists also reporting that they use a combination of approaches in aphasia management (Verna et al., 2009).
The lower incidence of discourse-based treatments within a usual care arm of an RCT is
noteworthy. Barriers to therapists implementing conversation-based therapies have been
documented and this may inﬂuence the selection of primarily single word tasks. These
include a perceived lack of evidence for the active ingredients of conversation-based
therapy and concerns about other professionals perceiving SLPs as “just having a chat”
(Sirman et al., 2017). Therapists may also preference single word tasks due to a lack of
conﬁdence in administering discourse-based therapy especially if being recorded.
On average therapists completed four tasks in a 51 minute therapy session and there
were 51 diﬀerent tasks observed across the 25 videos analysed. This is similar to investigations into dysphagia by Carnaby and Harenberg (2013) who found over 90 therapy
combinations were used to treat one case and concluded that there was no “standard”
usual care in dysphagia management. It is likely that tasks may have been targeting the
same verbal output goal in a session or similar underlying language recovery mechanisms. For example, a therapist might use three diﬀerent tasks in a session targeted at
generating verbs. Regardless, for research, this level of variability within a usual care
control group is problematic for examining components of treatment ﬁdelity and comparing control and intervention arms. Treatments are therefore being implemented in
practices that combine several diﬀerent forms of intervention, typically the combination
of therapies is untested and the implementation may be in direct contrast to how they
were evaluated (O’Hare & Doell, 2015; Waller, 2009). These have been labelled as “third
wave therapies” (Waller, 2009) or “therapy cocktails” which may include limited outcome
measurement and so have a reduced capacity to move the evidence base forward. The
use of therapy cocktails may be because clinicians often feel overwhelmed by conﬂicting
evidence within the intervention literature and are not conﬁdent in applying the evidence
to their caseload (Douglas et al., 2014; Foster et al., 2015). Additionally, therapists may
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struggle to see their patients in the homogenous groups of participants included in RCTs
(Pring, 2004) or be concerned about repeating tasks in sessions. However, clinical decision-making is complex and the management of people with aphasia is multi-faceted
(Ciccone et al., 2013). Therapists make real-world treatment decisions based on a variety
of factors including client motivation, family inﬂuences, setting constraints (Hersh &
Ciccone, 2016) and their own therapy ideologies (Hinckley, 2005). Therefore, they are
likely to modify their interpretation and implementation of research evidence based on
their own therapy beliefs, individual needs of the person with aphasia, and the context
they are working within. This is in line with the concept of evidence-based practice that is
understanding the evidence base and then applying and adapting it to the care of
individual patients (Sackett et al., 1996).

The naturalness of therapy
To our knowledge, this is the ﬁrst study to provide data from across an entire aphasia
therapy session on the verbal outputs produced by therapists and PWA. In analysing the
number of utterances and words produced, it was clear therapists did the majority of the
talking during sessions. The dominance of the therapist in the therapy session with PWA
has been previously documented (Silvast, 1990) with the therapist being perceived to
have a greater share of the load compared to what is expected of a “typical” speaker
in day to day conversation (Ferguson, 1996). This greater share of talking is relevant when
considering a possible dosage threshold for the number of client acts, or the amount of
talking that may be required in a session to induce neuronal change. This paper was not
designed to provide an analysis of the conversational moves by the therapist; however,
the observed ratio of therapist to participant talking could reﬂect the nature of the
therapeutic relationship and the control that the therapist takes over the session
(Horton, 2006). This ratio may be expected as the therapist was providing support for
frequent communication breakdowns related to the reduced communicative capacity of
the PWA (Horton, 2006) which may contribute to a less natural communicative
interaction.
Much of the above evidence such as the amount of therapist talking, type of
cueing used and the predominance of single word task selections, contributes to the
notion that the therapeutic environment is not a natural one. Pragmatic treatments
for aphasia aim to improve the use of language in natural situations (Basso, 2010).
This approach is due to the fact that PWA frequently have intact pragmatic abilities
and the idea that returning communication to pre-morbid naturalness is the goal of
therapy (Basso, 2010). Additionally, increased saliency of therapy relates to neuroplasticity principles and increased client motivation, both of which are thought to
beneﬁcial for recovery (Bryan et al., 2009; Pulvermuller & Berthier, 2008). A “helperhelpee” type relationship may be established that contains rehearsed conversation
and is less representative of natural discourse (Horton, 2006). Real-life discourse is
complex and can be a diﬃcult context to reproduce in therapy (Boyle, 2011). The
freedom in a conversation to change topics and vary the syntax and word selection
is challenging when treatment is focused at a speciﬁc linguistic level such as the
single word level (Boyle, 2011). The dynamic between a therapist and PWA is unique,
it is not a “normal” conversation as would be observed in other settings. However, it
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is hoped that if the therapist can replicate situations that are as close to possible as
natural the PWA will gradually be able to produce more information and be able to
sustain it in daily living (Basso, 2010).

Therapist inputs
Therapy involves a complex sessional structure with layers of inputs, reactions, and
interactions. Therapist inputs including task explanations, cueing, and feedback are
believed to facilitate aphasia recovery. Therapists may aim to tailor sessions with their
inputs adhering to adult learning and neuroplasticity principles.

Task explanations
Task explanations were frequently surface level and the majority of the time there was no
mention of the rationale behind the chosen tasks or a discussion of possible mechanisms
of action in the brain. This is not in line with adult learning principles that suggest tasks
should be relevancy orientated and adults need to be suﬃciently informed to see the
reason for learning to increase their motivation and learning capacity (Bryan et al., 2009).

Cueing
Whilst the tasks were varied, the therapeutic inputs in the sessions appeared to be
consistent and well-established techniques in relation to cueing and feedback (Abel
et al., 2005; Linebaugh et al., 2005). Cueing was the main therapeutic technique observed
in this study with an average of 87 cues used by therapists per session. Irrespective of the
task, therapists consistently used cueing to support the participant in completing the task.
While cues were consistently used across tasks the use of a cue resulted in a successful
response in 38% of occurrences. However, we interpret this measure with caution due to
the poor inter-rater reliability observed in the study for the measure of “cues used with
success”. The poor inter-rater reliability may be due to a variety of factors including
subjectivity of the measure, the low sample size for this speciﬁc measure or insuﬃcient
training of the second rater in identifying a successful response to a cue.
If a cue resulted in a successful response in 38% of occurrences, it is possible that other
mechanisms of action are behind verbal improvement or this level of cueing success is
suﬃcient to induce change, as shown in the ﬁndings of the VERSE RCT trial. However, it is
not known if this is the optimal level of success to produce the maximal possible
improvement for each person with aphasia and if the required level of successful cueing
is the same for all individuals. Treatments that aim for error minimisation intend the
participant to produce or comprehend the target word with the least amount of error
practice possible. The rationale behind error minimisation treatments are that correct
production of the target as quickly as possible will strengthen neural networks and lay
foundations for improved verbal production in early stroke recovery (Varley, 2011). In this
way, cueing is thought to be a potential active therapeutic input.
To our knowledge, this is the ﬁrst study to investigate cueing in a real-world clinical
context within a usual care therapy arm. We acknowledge that there are reliability issues
in this novel methodology. In our study, direct modelling was the most frequently used
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cue and unsurprisingly most successful. This is because the target word is modelled to the
patient, which in turn requires word repetition, a simpler form of word production with
less cognitive load and risk of error (Fillingham et al., 2006). Phonological cueing followed
by semantic cueing were the next most frequently used. However, semantic cueing
ranked last in eﬀectiveness in contrast to other evidence about the importance of
semantic information for word retrieval (Abel et al., 2005). Phonological cues were as
eﬀective as orthographic, visual, and gestural cues. Given how frequently semantic cues
were used but how infrequently they were eﬀective, clinicians may like to re-consider the
value of semantic cueing, especially if aiming for an error minimization approach. There is
a growing body of evidence for phonological cueing being eﬀective in reducing error
rates (Best et al., 2002; Cheneval et al., 2018) perhaps due to the recruitment of many brain
regions (Nardo et al., 2017). However, further research is needed regarding the mechanisms behind the diﬀerent types of cueing and the longer-term eﬀects of cueing on
generalisation to other communication contexts outside the clinic room.

Feedback
On average feedback was provided at a similar frequency to cueing during a session and
mostly related to a speciﬁc item rather than the task as a whole. The majority of feedback
was problem-solving which informed the participant of whether their answer was correct
or incorrect and was often followed by a cue if an incorrect response was given. This was
consistent with previous research that showed feedback is usually limited to providing
information about whether a response is correct or incorrect but is rarely qualitative or
explanatory (Byng, 1995). It is understandable that a statement of whether the response
was correct/incorrect feedback was provided frequently given that the majority of tasks
were single word level and an utterance could be judged straightforwardly as correct or
incorrect. However, this style may contribute to the perception of therapy as “training”
involving a more passive recipient (Byng, 1995). Supportive feedback is frequently given
in the form of praise or positivity as seen in this study. As documented previously this was
not necessarily related to the accuracy of the response (Byng & Black, 1995) and may be
related to the therapist’s perception that their role is to encourage the PWA and reward
functional attempts even if inaccurate. Further research is needed in relation to the
impact of feedback on the individual’s performance within a task in order to develop
a greater understanding of the impact of feedback on learning and maximising success
within the session and generalisation of skills into communicative contexts outside
a clinical context. Additionally, more research is needed into the eﬀect of diﬀerent
types of feedback and the timing with which the feedback is provided within a session
as has been investigated within the motor speech literature (Maas et al., 2008).

Limitations
This study analysed 25 videos of Usual Care Plus speech pathology intervention. This
represents a small sample (13% of Usual Care-Plus videos) and so there is a limit to the
extrapolation of results to represent usual care and in the management of aphasia as
a whole. The inter-rater reliability of the cues used with success measure was poor and
therefore results concerning cueing should be interpreted with caution. Additionally, this
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study used videos from Usual Care Plus, the usual care-intensive arm of the VERSE-RCT,
not usual care provision that was provided on a non-intensive schedule. It is possible that
when required to administer therapy on an intensive schedule, usual care therapists
changed their practice and therefore, results may not be generalizable. The welldocumented Hawthorne eﬀect must also be acknowledged within this work
(McCambridge et al., 2014). The awareness of being recorded may have impacted the
behaviour and decision-making of the participant and therapist. It is also possible that the
physical requirements of recording a session may have had an impact on the clinician’s
choices about the location of the session and the types of activities completed during the
session.

Future directions
This study provides a snapshot of therapy provided within usual care, provided intensively, in Australia and New Zealand. The study was possible due to the systematic
collection of therapy data as part of the VERSE RCT and so the collection of therapy
type data in the control arm of a RCT should be prioritised within the design of future
studies. Growing the evidence in this way provides a baseline for documenting change in
usual care practices over time which provide an insight into the way in which research
ﬁndings are being translated into clinical care. However, further research is needed to
determine how to most eﬀectively measure change in patient outcome in a clinical
context. Through establishing what usual care is there can be a greater focus on establishing outcome measures. Research is underway for establishing a consensus outcome set to
enable accurate measuring of the eﬀect of therapy within a real-world clinical context
(Wallace et al., 2019). Examining the contents of the real-world clinical context that is
usual care can heighten the sensitivity of outcome measures to ensure that they accurately reﬂect recovery. Outcome measures are important for comparing research results as
well as in clinical contexts (Armstrong, 2018). Future studies can build on the normative
data gathered and research consumers can have greater conﬁdence the researchers were
able to make informed statements about treatments knowing that they were suﬃciently
diﬀerentiated. Further aphasia studies addressing task explanations, cueing and feedback
as used in the clinical context and their eﬀect on target attainment would beneﬁt our
understanding of therapy mechanisms.

Conclusion
In this study therapists utilised a wide range of tasks, produced most of the verbal output
in the session and consistently used feedback, cueing, and task explanations to tailor
therapy sessions. Therapists mix a therapy cocktail that is served in many types of glasses.
Therapists rarely get the opportunity to observe their peers or seniors after graduation
from university. We have reﬂected the importance of describing an intervention in the
control arm of a trial. It is only through documenting this aspect of treatment ﬁdelity that
a greater understanding can be gained of everyday practices and how they diﬀer from our
proposed interventions.

20

E. BROGAN ET AL.

Disclosure statement
The authors report no conﬂict of interest.

ORCID
Emily Brogan

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9604-4558

References
Abel, S., Schultz, A., Radermacher, I., Willmes, K., & Huber, W. (2005). Decreasing and increasing cues
in naming therapy for aphasia. Aphasiology, 19(9), 831–848. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02687030500268902
Armstrong, E. (2018). The challenges of consensus and validity in establishing core outcome sets.
Aphasiology, 32(4), 465–468. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687038.2017.1398804
Baker, E. (2012). Optimal intervention intensity. International Journal of Speech-language Pathology,
14(5), 401–409. https://doi.org/10.3109/17549507.2012.700323
Basso, A. (2010). “Natural” conversation: A treatment for severe aphasia. Aphasiology, 24(4), 466–479.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02687030802714165
Best, W., Herbert, R., Hickin, J., Osborne, F., & Howard, D. (2002). Phonological and orthographic
facilitation of word-retrieval in aphasia: Immediate and delayed eﬀects. Aphasiology, 16(1-2),
151–168. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687040143000483
Boyle, M. (2011). Discourse treatment for word retrieval impairment in aphasia: The story so far.
Aphasiology, 25(11), 1308–1326. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687038.2011.596185
Brady, M. C., Kelly, H., Godwin, J., Enderby, P., & Campbell, P. (2016). Speech and language therapy
for aphasia following stroke. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 6 Art. No.: CD000425.
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD000425.pub4
Bryan, R. L., Kreuter, M. W., & Brownson, R. C. (2009). Integrating adult learning principles into
training for public health practice. Health Promotion Practice, 10(4), 557–563. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1524839907308117
Byng, S. (1995). What is aphasia therapy? In C. Cole & D. Muller (Eds.), The treatment of aphasia: From
theory to practice (pp.3-17). Whurr.
Byng, S., & Black, M. (1995). What makes a therapy? Some parameters of therapeutic intervention in
aphasia. European Journal of Disorders of Communication, 30(3), 303–316. doi:10.3109/
13682829509021444.
Carnaby, G. D., & Harenberg, L. (2013). What is “usual care” in dysphagia rehabilitation: A survey of
USA dysphagia practice patterns. Dysphagia, 28(4), 567–574. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00455-0139467-8
Cheneval, P. P., Glize, B., & Laganaro, M. (2018). The lexical or sub-lexical locus of facilitation by
phonemic cueing in aphasic speakers: The eﬀect of onset cohort size. Aphasiology, 32(4),
1468–1489. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687038.2017.1423273
Ciccone, N., Hersh, D., Armstrong, E., & Godecke, E. (2013). Speech pathologists’ clinical decision
making in the provision of services to people with aphasia. International Journal of Stroke : Oﬃcial
Journal of the International Stroke Society, 8(1), 27–51. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijs.12143
Douglas, N. F., Hinckley, J. J., Haley, W. E., Andel, R., Chisolm, T. H., & Eddins, A. C. (2014). Perceptions
of speech-language pathologists linked to evidence-based practice use in skilled nursing
facilities. American Journal Of Speech-Language Pathology, 23(4), 612–624. https://doi.org/10.
1044/2014_AJSLP-13-0139
Ferguson, A. (1996). Describing competence in aphasic/normal conversation. Clinical Linguistics &
Phonetics, 10(1), 55–63. https://doi.org/10.3109/02699209608985161
Fillingham, J. K., Sage, K., & Ralph, M. A. (2006). The treatment of anomia using errorless learning.
Neuropsychological Rehabilitation, 16(2), 129–154. https://doi.org/10.1080/09602010443000254

APHASIOLOGY

21

Foster, A., Worrall, L., Rose, M., & O’Halloran, R. (2015). ‘That doesn’t translate’: The role of evidencebased practice in disempowering speech pathologists in acute aphasia management.
International Journal Of Language & Communication Disorders, 50(4), 547–563. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1460-6984.12155
Foster, A., Worrall, L. E., Rose, M. L., & O’Halloran, R. (2016). ‘I do the best I can’: An in-depth
exploration of the aphasia management pathway in the acute hospital setting. Disability and
Rehabilitation, 38(18), 1765–1779. https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2015.1107766
Galletta, E. E., & Barrett, A. M. (2014). Impairment and functional interventions for aphasia: having it
all. Current Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation Reports, 2(2), 114–120. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s40141-014-0050-5
Godecke, E., Armstrong, E. A., Rai, T., Middleton, S., Ciccone, N., Whitworth, A., Rose, M., Holland, A.,
Ellery, F., Hankey, G. J., Cadilhac, D. A., & Bernhardt, J. (2016). A randomized controlled trial of very
early rehabilitation in speech after stroke. International Journal of Stroke, 11(5), 586–592. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1747493016641116
Godecke, E., Ciccone, N., Granger, A., Rai, T., West, D., Cream, A., Cartwright, J., & Hankey, G. J. (2014).
A comparison of aphasia therapy outcomes before and after a Very Early Rehabilitation programme following stroke. International Journal Of Language & Communication Disorders, 49(2),
149–161. https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12074
Guadagnoli, M. A., & Lee, T. D. (2004). Challenge point: A framework for conceptualizing the eﬀects
of various practice conditions in motor learning. Journal of Motor Behaviour, 36(2), 212–224.
https://doi.org/10.3200/jmbr.36.2.212-224
Guo, Y. E., Togher, L., & Power, E. (2014). Speech pathology services for people with aphasia: What is
the current practice in Singapore? Disability and Rehabilitation, 36(8), 691–704. https://doi.org/10.
3109/09638288.2013.804597
Hersh, D., & Ciccone, N. (2016). Predicting potential for aphasia rehabilitation: The role of judgements of motivation. Journal of Clinical Practice in Speech-Language Pathology, 18(1), 3–7. https://
cld.bz/bookdata/yF0dW0p/basic-html/page-4.html
Hinckley, J. (2005). The piano lesson: An autoethnography about changing clinical paradigms in
aphasia practice. Aphasiology, 19(8), 765–779. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687030544000092
Hoﬀmann, T. C., Glasziou, P. P., Boutron, I., Milne, R., Perera, R., Moher, D., Altman, D. G., Barbour, V.,
Macdonald, H., Johnston, M., Lamb, S. E., Dixon-Woods, M., McCulloch, P., Wyatt, J. C., Chan, A.-W.,
& Michie, S. (2014). Better reporting of interventions: Template for intervention description and
replication (TIDieR) checklist and guide. British Medical Journal, 348: g1687. https://doi.org/10.
1136/bmj.g1687
Horton, S. (2006). A framework for description and analysis of therapy for language impairment in
aphasia. Aphasiology, 20(6), 528–564. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687030600590130
IBM Corp. (2015). IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows (Version 23.0) Armonk, NY: IBM Corp..
Katz, R. C., Hallowell, B., Code, C., Armstrong, E., Roberts, P., Pound, C., & Katz, L. (2000).
A multinational comparison of aphasia management practices. International Journal Of
Language & Communication Disorders, 35(2), 303–314. https://doi.org/10.1080/136828200247205
Kertesz, A. (2006). Western aphasia battery - revised. Pro-Ed.
Kleim, J. A., & Jones, T. A. (2008). Principles of experience-dependent neural plasticity: Implications
for rehabilitation after brain damage. Journal of Speech, Language & Hearing Research, 51(1),
S225–239. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-43882008/018
Kong, A. P.-H., & Tse, C. W.-K. (2018). Clinician survey on speech pathology services for people with
aphasia in Hong Kong. Clinical Archives of Communication Disorders, 3(3), 201–212. https://doi.
org/10.21849/cacd.2018.00409
Koo, T. K., & Li, M. Y. (2016). A Guideline of selecting and reporting intraclass correlation coeﬃcients
for reliability research. Journal of Chiropractic Medicine, 15(2), 155–163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jcm.2016.02.012
Linebaugh, C. W., Shisler, R. J., & Lehner, L. (2005). CAC classics. Aphasiology, 19(1), 77–92. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02687030444000363
Lynch, E. A., Chesworth, B. M., & Connell, L. A. (2018). Implementation—The missing link in the
research translation pipeline: Is it any wonder no one ever implements evidence-based practice?

22

E. BROGAN ET AL.

Neurorehabilitation And Neural Repair, 32(9), 751–761. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.
1177/1545968318777844
Maas, E., Robin, D. A., Hula, S. N. A., Freedman, S. E., Wulf, G., & Ballard, K. J. (2008). Principles of motor
learning in treatment of motor speech disorders. American Journal Of Speech-Language
Pathology, 17(3), 277–298. https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2008/025)
McCambridge, J., Witton, J., & Elbourne, D. R. (2014). Systematic review of the Hawthorne eﬀect: New
concepts are needed to study research participation eﬀects. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 67
(3), 267–277. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.015
Miller, J. (2008). Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts (SALT), English Demo Version 2008
[Computer Software]. SALT Software LLC.
Nardo, D., Holland, R., Leﬀ, A. P., Price, C. J., & Crinion, J. T. (2017). Less is more: Neural mechanisms
underlying anomia treatment in chronic aphasic patients. Brain, 140(11), 3039–3054. https://doi.
org/10.1093/brain/awx234
National Stroke Foundation. (2016). National stroke audit- Rehabilitation services report. InformMe
Melbourne. www.informme.org.au/stroke-data
O’Hare, M., & Doell, E. (2015). What supports speech-language pathologists to implement treatments with ﬁdelity? Journal of Clinical Practice in Speech-Language Pathology, 17(3), 140–143.
https://cld.bz/bookdata/z08NlTu/basic-html/page-33.html#
Palmer, R., Witts, H., & Chater, T. (2018). What speech and language therapy do community dwelling
stroke survivors with aphasia receive in the UK? PloS One, 13(7). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0200096
Patterson, J. P., & Chapey, R. (2008). Assessment of language disorders in adults. In R. Chapey (Ed.),
Language intervention strategies in aphasia and related neurogenic communication disorders (5th
ed., pp. 64–152). Lippincott Williams and Wilkins.
Pring, T. (2004). Ask a silly question: Two decades of troublesome trials. International Journal Of
Language & Communication Disorders, 39(3), 285–302. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13682820410001681216
Pulvermuller, F., & Berthier, M. L. (2008). Aphasia therapy on a neuroscience basis. Aphasiology, 22(7),
563–599. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687030701612213
Ratner, N. B. (2006). Evidence-based practice: An examination of its ramiﬁcations for the practice of
speech-language pathology. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 37(4), 257–267.
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2006/029)
Robbins, J., Butler, S. G., Daniels, S. K., Gross, R. D., Langmore, S., Lazarus, C. L., Rosenbeck, J.,
Musson, N., Rosenbek, J., & Martin-Harris, B. (2008). Swallowing and dysphagia rehabilitation:
Translating principles of neural plasticity into clinically orientated evidence. Journal of Speech
Language Hearing Research, 51(1), S276–300. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2008/021)
Rockville, N. I. H. (2002). Treatment as usual: Measurement, design and ethics [Paper presentation].
The NIH Meeting summary, Rockville, MD.
Rose, M., Cherney, L. R., & Worrall, L. E. (2013). Intensive comprehensive aphasia programs: An
international survey of practice. Topics in Stroke Rehabilitation, 20(5), 379–387. https://doi.org/10.
1310/tsr2005-379
Rose, M., Ferguson, A., Power, E., Togher, L., & Worrall, L. (2014). Aphasia rehabilitation in Australia:
Current practices, challenges and future directions. International Journal of Speech-language
Pathology, 16(2), 169–180. https://doi.org/10.3109/17549507.2013.794474
Rose, M., Foster, A., Copland, D., Nickels, L., Togher, L., Meinzer, M., . . . Godecke, E. (2017). Embedding
measures of therapy ﬁdelity in “COMPARE”: A RCT of complex behavioural interventions for poststroke aphasia. 3rd European Stroke Organisation Conference, 16th-18th May 2017, Prague,
Czech Republic. European Journal of Stroke, 2(1), 362. https://doi.org/10.1177/1747493016661644
Rose, T., Balse, A., Osmond, S., Poon, A., Simons, N., & Wallace, S. J. (2018). Aphasia education:
Speech-language pathologists’ perspectives regarding current and optimal practice. Aphasiology,
32(8), 967–988. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687038.2018.1472366
Roulstone, S. (2015). Exploring the relationship between client perspectives, clinical expertise and
research evidence. International Journal of Speech-language Pathology, 17(3), 211–221. https://
doi.org/10.3109/17549507.2015.1016112

APHASIOLOGY

23

Sackett, D. L., Rosenberg, W. M. C., Gray, J. A. M., & Hayens, R. B. (1996). Evidence based medicine:
What it is and what it isn’t. British Medical Journal, 312(7023), 71–72. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.
312.7023.71
Shrubsole, K., Worrall, L., Power, E., & O’Connor, D. A. (2018). Barriers and facilitators to meeting
aphasia guideline recommendations: What factors inﬂuence speech pathologists’ practice?
Disability and Rehabilitation, 41(13), 1596–1607. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2018.1432706
Silvast, M. (1990). Aphasia therapy dialogues [Paper presentation]. The International Aphasia
Rehabilitation Congress, Edinburgh.
Sirman, N., Beeke, S., & Cruice, M. (2017). Professionals’ perspectives on delivering conversation
therapy in clinical practice. Aphasiology, 31(4), 465–494. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687038.2017.
1278739
Van Stan, J. H., Dijkers, M. P., Whyte, J., Hart, T., Turkstra, L. S., Zanca, J. M., & Chen, C. (2019). The
rehabilitation treatment speciﬁcation system: Implications for improvements in research design,
reporting, replication, and synthesis. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 100(1),
146–155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2018.09.112
van Vliet, P., Hunter, S. M., Donaldson, C., & Pomeroy, V. (2016). Using the TIDieR checklist to
standardize the description of a functional strength training intervention for the upper limb
after stroke. Journal of Neurologic Physical Therapy, 40(3), 203–208. https://doi.org/10.1097/NPT.
0000000000000133
Varley, R. (2011). Rethinking aphasia therapy: A neuroscience perspective. International Journal of
Speech-Language Pathology, 13(1), 11–20. https://doi.org/10.3109/17549507.2010.497561
Verna, A., Davidson, B., & Rose, T. (2009). Speech-language pathology services for people with
aphasia: A survey of current practice in Australia. International Journal of Speech-language
Pathology, 11(3), 191–205. https://doi.org/10.1080/17549500902726059
Wallace, S. J., Worrall, L., Rose, T., Le Dorze, G., Breitenstein, C., Hilari, K., Babbitt, E., Bose, A., Brady, M.,
Cherney, L. R., Copland, D., Cruice, M., Enderby, P., Hersh, D., Howe, T., Kelly, H., Kiran, S., Laska, A.C., Marshall, J., Patterson, J., . . . Webster, J. (2019). A core outcome set for aphasia treatment
research: The ROMA consensus statement. International Journal of Stroke, 14(2), 180–185. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1747493018806200
Waller, G. (2009). Evidence-based treatment and therapist drift. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 47
(2), 119–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2008.10.018
Wenke, R., Cardell, E., Lawrie, M., & Gunning, D. (2018). Communication and well-being outcomes of
a hybrid service delivery model of intensive impairment-based treatment for aphasia in the
hospital setting: A pilot study. Disability and Rehabilitation, 40(13), 1532–1541. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09638288.2017.1300949
Whitworth, A., Webster, J., & Howard, D. (2014). A cognitive neuropsychological approach to assessment and intervention in aphasia (2nd ed.). Psychology Press.
Worrall, L., Ryan, B., Hudson, K., Kneebone, I., Simmons-Mackie, N., Khan, A., Hoﬀmann, T., Power, E.,
Togher, L., & Rose, M. (2016). Reducing the psychosocial impact of aphasia on mood and quality
of life in people with aphasia and the impact of caregiving in family members through the
Aphasia Action Success Knowledge (Aphasia ASK) program: Study protocol for a randomized
controlled trial.. Trials, 17, 153. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-016-1257-9

